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REMARKS 



Claims 1-82 are pending in the application, with claims 1-5 and 15-18 being independent. 
Claim 1 has been amended to clarify the relationship of connection between each of the TFTs. 
No new matter has been introduced. 

Applicants acknowledge with appreciation the Examiner's allowance of claims 2-46, 48- 1 
55, 57-64, 66-73 and 75-82. 

Claim 1 and its dependent claims 47, 56, 65 and 74 have been rejected as being 
anticipated by Kane (U.S. Patent No. 6,229,508). Applicant again requests reconsideration and 
withdrawal of this rejection for the reasons presented in the prior response. In particular, Kane 
does not describe or suggest four TFTs interconnected in the manner recited in claim 1 . For 
example, though the rejection asserts that the transistor N3 of Kane corresponds to the recited 
fourth TFT, this cannot be the case. As set forth in claim 1, the gate electrode of the fourth TFT 
is connected to a source or drain region of the second TFT and to a source or drain region of the 
third TFT. Thus, claim 1 recites that the gate electrode is connected to the connection between 
the second and third TFTs (node C in the marked up version of Kane's Fig. 7 that is included in 
the office action). 

By contrast, the gate electrode of transistor N3 of Kane is connected to the connection 
between the transistors Nl and N4, which the rejection equates to the first and second TFTs 
recited in claim 1 (node B in the marked up version of Kane's Fig. 7 that is included in the office 
action). While the rejection asserts that the gate electrode of transistor N3 is connected to both 
node B and node C, this simply is not the case, as the gate electrode is not connected to node C. 
Accordingly, for at least this reason, the rejection should be withdrawn. 

In response to these arguments, the advisory action merely states that "applicant's 
arguments are not deemed to be persuasive, the prior art of record still reads on the broadly 
claimed invention." Applicant respectfully requests that, in the event that the Examiner chooses 
to maintain this rejection, the Examiner substantively address the arguments presented above and 
provide an explanation as to how the display device of claim 1 is believed to be shown by Kane 
in view of these arguments. 
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Applicant submits that all claims are in condition for allowance. 

Enclosed is a $1,240 check for request for continued examination fee ($790) and the 
Petition for Extension of Time fee ($450). Please apply any other charges or credits to deposit 
account 06-1050. 
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